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COMMISSIONER FOR PATENTS 
ALEXANDRIA, VIRGINIA 22313 

SIR: 

In response to the Examiner's Answer dated August 1, 2007, Applicants wish to 
provide the following reply. 

Regarding the rejection of Claim 1 under 35 U.S.C. § 103, the Examiner's Answer 
maintains that U.S. Patent No. 5,414,494 to Aikens et al. (hereinafter "the *494 patent") 
discloses "receiving, from a first one of the plurality of target applications through an 
interface , by a monitoring device in the appliance or device , a request to send first 
information regarding monitored usage of the first one of the plurality of target applications 
to a first predetermined destination ," as recited in Claim 1 . Specifically, the Examiner relies 
on Figure 2 of the '494 patent as disclosing this limitation. 

However, it remains unclear to Applicants how the Office is equating the claimed 
elements with those disclosed by the '494 patent. Specifically, the above limitation in Claim 
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1 recites (1) an appliance or device; (2) a plurality of target applications; (3) an interface; (4) 
a monitoring device; and (5) a first predetermined destination. Further, the above limitation 
and the preamble of Claim 1 make clear that the monitoring device and the plurality of target 
applications are in the claimed appliance or device. 

Applicants acknowledge that Figures 1 and 2 illustrate an appliance or device. 

Page 3 of the Examiner's Answer asserts that the printed wiring boards 102, 104, and 
106 read on the claimed plurality of target applications. 

Page 4 of the Examiner's Answer asserts that the printed wiring board 1 08, which 
controls the user interface 36, is a "master controller" and reads on the first predetermined 
destination. 

Although not explicitly stated, Applicants' presume that the' Examiner's Answer is 
equating the user interface 36 with the claimed interface. 

However, the Examiner's Answer does not specifically identify the claimed 
monitoring device in the claimed appliance or device. 

Moreover, using the mapping of the elements set forth in Examiner's Answer, the 

following functionality would be required to be disclosed by the '494 patent: 

the monitoring device (not identified) receives a request from one of the 
printed wiring boards 102, 104, and 106 (say, board 102) through the user 
interface 36 to send information regarding monitored usage of wiring board 
102 to the wiring board 108. 

In other words, a request must be sent from board 102 via the user interface 36 to an 
unidentified monitoring device in the printer. Further, the request must be a request for board 
102 to send particular information to board 108. As discussed below, such a request is 
clearly not disclosed by the '494 patent. 

As set forth in the Appeal Brief, Applicants respectfully submit that the '494 patent 
does not disclose a request going from the board 1 02, through the user interface, to a 
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monitoring device that is in the appliance or device. The user interface is used to receive user 
commands and to display information, not to receive requests from the wiring boards. 
Moreover, the claimed monitoring device has not been identified in the '494 patent. Further, 
Applicants respectfully submit that the '494 patent fails to disclose any request for board 102 
to send information regarding monitored usage of board 102 to board 108. The Examiner's 
Answer does not identify how the '494 patent discloses that board 102 sends information on 
monitored usage of board 102 to board 108. 

In the Examiner's Answer, the support for such a tortured interpretation of the '494 
patent is that "[i]n order for item 36 and 52 of Aikens...to monitor accordingly, 
communication commences between said interface, the master control, and the various 
control board applications ... utilizing communication channel 98, said information comprising 
monitoring (i.e. usage) information." 1 The Examiner's Answer does not cite to a specific 
passage in the '494 patent that clarifies what the content of the "communication" is, who 
sends the "communication," who receives the "communication," and how the 
"communication" relates to the claimed request and the specific elements recited in Claim 1 . 
Further, as discussed above, the Examiner's Answer does not identify the claimed monitoring 
device that receives the request. 

As set forth in the Appeal Brief, Further, Claim 1 requires that one of the target 
applications send a request to a monitoring device in the application or device, wherein the 
request is a request to send information regarding monitored usage of the one target 
application to a first destination. Thus, in Claim 1, it is the target application itself that 
initiates the request to send information regarding monitored usage of that target application . 
In contrast, the '494 patent allows a user to select certain triggering conditions via a graphical 
user interface. However, the '494 patent does not disclose that a particular application or 

1 See page 4 of the Examiner's Answer. Emphasis added. 
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component within the '494 copier sends a request to send information regarding monitored 
usage of that component or application to a monitoring device in the '494 copier. Rather, the 
'494 patent discloses that information is automatically sent upon the occurrence of certain 
events, and that no requests to send monitored information are initiated by a target 
application within the copier, as required by Claim 1 . 

In the Examiner's Answer, on pages 23 and 25, the Examiner notes that Applicants' 
argument that "it is the target application itself that initiates the request to send information 
regarding monitored usage of that target application " is not "positively recited in the claim 
language." However, Applicants respectfully submit that language of Claim 1 makes clear 
that the request comes from one of the target applications and that the request is a request to 
send information regarding monitored usage of the one of the target applications. Thus, 
Applicants submit that it is accurate to state that, in the invention of Claim 1, "it is the target 
application itself that initiates the request to send information regarding monitored usage of 
that target application ." 

Further, U.S. Patent No. 5,956,487 to Venkatraman et al. (hereinafter "the '487 
patent") is relied upon by the Examiner's Answer as disclosing the claimed "first 
communication protocol using a first data format." Specifically the Examiner's Answer 
asserts that the '487 patent discloses the HTTP protocol and the HTML "format." However, 
it is unclear to Applicants how the teachings of the '487 patent can be combined with those of 
the '494 patent. The Examiner asserts that, in the '494 patent, the monitored information is 
sent from the board 102 to the board 108. In combination with the teachings of the '487 
patent, such communication would have to be performed via the HTTP protocol using HTML 
files. However, board 108 is used to control the user interface, not to receive HTML files via 
HTTP from board 102. Moreover, the '487 patent discloses that HTTP is used to 
communicate between the web server device and the web browser computer to over a 
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network. The '487 web server device and web browser computer are not in an appliance or 
device, as is required by the Examiner's interpretation of the '494 patent. 

Thus, as set forth in more detail in Applicant's Appeal Brief, no matter how the 
teachings of the '454, '487, and '135 patents are combined, the combination does not teach or 
suggest receiving, from a first one of plurality of target applications , though an interface, by a 
monitoring device in an appliance or a device, a request to send first information regarding 
monitored usage of the first one of the plurality of target applications to a first predetermined 
destination through a first communication protocol using a first data format, as recited in 
Claim 1. Accordingly, Applicants respectfully submit that & prima facie case of obviousness 
has not been established and that the rejection of Claim 1 should be withdrawn. 

For the foregoing reasons, Applicants respectfully submit that the outstanding 
rejections must be REVERSED. 
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